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DETAILED ACTION 

The applicant response dated December 9, 2005 in response to Office action 
dated September 7, 2005 has been recorded. 

The revised drawing for Fig. 1 is accepted. 

Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant's arguments filed on December 9, 2005 have been fully considered but 
they are not persuasive. 

Regarding claim 20, the Applicant argues, "Saleh does not disclose receiving 
response from a software agent associated with a network device". Examiner 
respectfully disagrees. Saleh discloses that the supervisory interface application 40 may 
reside on one of the supervisor's terminal and remotely access ACD control applications 
42, 44 (device agents) (col. 4, II. 5-12). The application 40 functions to access the 
related application 42, 44 and make the requested changes (col. 5, II. 32-34). The 
proper applications convert the command into format, which the CPU 28 can execute. 
The command is sent to the CPU 28 (by the control application) and the CPU confirms 
execution of the change (results to requesting application, in this case control 
application) (col. 6, II. 37-42). It is known in the art that CPU is merely a hardware that 
executes one instruction at a time given to it by software application, in this case the 
control application, and the application causing the instruction execution checks the 
result of execution. Thus control application receives the result of the execution and 
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responds to the remote supervisory interface application that originally requested 
function command execution. Thus, Saleh teaches of supervisory application remotely 
receiving response from the software agent (monitored device control application) 
associated with a network device (ACD). 

Regarding claims 1-8, the Applicant argues, "the asserted combination is an 
improper hindsight reconstruction based on the Applicant's disclosure". Examiner 
respectfully disagrees. Beckett clearly teaches a motivation "to allow one at said 
monitoring workstation to simultaneously view and hear" (col. 18, 54-55). 

Further, the Applicant argues, "the control unit AU of Gerber does not include a 
format converter to translate at least a portion of a first signal representing network 
information into a second signal". Examiner respectfully disagrees. Gerber teaches that 
it is advantageous if the control unit AU carries out a subscriber specific mapping of the 
data i.e. translating between XML data received from/to the user and data sent from/to 
SMDB (Paragraph 0047). 

Regarding the Applicant's argument, "Beckett does not disclose using the voice 
card to convert a first signal representing network information into a second signal 
representing audible sound". Examiner respectfully disagrees. Beckett discloses that 
the voice hardware can support the use of analog phone (col. 17, II. 34-35) and it is 
known in the art that analog phones require transmission of audible sound in the 
waveform which is converted from digital representation in the storage of hard drive 
(col. 15, II. 26-28) by the voice hardware. Thus, Beckett discloses the voice hardware 
converting a first signal (digital sound) representing network information (conversation 
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status of monitored workstation) into a second signal representing audible sound 
(transmitted to the analog phone). 

Regarding claims 9-10, the Applicant argues, "Metcalf does not teach a signal 
representing network information or a second and a third signal both translated from the 
first". Examiner respectfully disagrees. Metcalf teaches that the network server 106 may 
be used to provide subscriber or system administrator with access to system 
configuration information i.e. network information. The server receives this information 
signal from database 8. This first signal representing network information is converted 
into GUI or web pages in the network server as a second signal (Paragraph 0056) and 
also converted into content to be played to a user using VoiceXML files or text to 
speech engine as a third signal (Paragrpah 0058). 

Regarding claims 11-14 and 16-17, the limitation from dependent claim 15 is 
moved to independent parent claim 1 1. The Applicant argues, Gerber and Saleh do not 
disclose the specific combination of claim 11, particularly as amended. Examiner 
respectfully disagrees. The original reference art used for this limitation in claim 15 was 
Metcalf and is equally applicable to this limitation in claim 1 1 . Metcalf teaches of user 
being able to use voice commands from the phone or mouse or keyboard input from a 
terminal and the content is made available to the user in audio or visual form 
accordingly (paragraphs 0056, 0058, 0059). Also, the script interpreter executing the 
command sends the result i.e. control output to the telephone control block 1 101 and a 
multimedia control block 1 105 suggesting the information conversion to audio (second 
signal) and audio/visual (third signal) respectively (Paragrpah 0083). 
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Regarding claim 18, the Applicant argues, "McDuff does not teach initiating 
communication of information representing a graphical user interface to a party". 
Examiner respectfully disagrees. The instant application mentions that the network 
information may be communication to an administrator in a format that allows a 
graphical user interface to display textual and visual representation and GUI 52 may be 
represented within a display associated with an access device (Paragrpah 1032). Also it 
describes the use of IM client, which is capable of showing a transcript of the verbal 
communication (Paragrpah 1033). The instant application does not describe where the 
graphical user interface is generated. It merely states the information is in a format for 
graphical user interface or IM client of access device to be able to display. McDuff 
teaches a similar function of server communicating information to a client application in 
a format that the client displays. 

Moreover, the Applicant argues, "McDuff does not disclose communicating 
graphical user interface information to a party to a call, from whom a spoken directive 
has been received". A party to call and receiving spoken directive are limitations of 
parent claim 11 and are discussed as part of claim 11. Communicating graphical user 
interface information is discussed above for claim 18. 

Regarding claim 15, the Applicant argues, Gerber, Saleh and Metcalf do not 
teach the specific combination of claim 15, particularly as amended. Examiner 
respectfully disagrees. Saleh clearly teaches of supervisory application receiving 
response from monitored network device (ACD) control application and converting it to 
audible information and this portion is routed to the party (supervisor) via the call. 
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Gerber and Saleh do not teach of converting the response to graphical information and 
routing it to the party via data connection. But Metcalf teaches of converting network 
information to either speech routed via a call (paragraph 0058) or data routed as GUI or 
Web routed via data connection to browsers (Internet Explorer or Netscape Navigator) 
on user's computer terminal (Paragraphs 0056, 0059). 

Regarding claim 19, the Applicant argues, "Metcalf does not teach converting a 
spoken directive received during a call into request for information". Examiner 
respectfully disagrees. This limitation is part of parent claim 1 1 and Saleh already 
teaches this as indicated for claims 1 1-14 on pg. 1 1 of Applicant response. 

Moreover, the Applicant argues, "Metcalf does not teach decoupling such a call 
from a network management engine, and receiving an additional directive originating 
from an input device coupled to computing platform representing the network 
management engine". Examiner respectfully disagrees. Metcalf teaches of decoupling a 
call from network server (Paragraph 0066) and receiving additional directive originating 
from input device (user computer terminal that was originally connected and displayed a 
number to initiate the call by the party, Paragraph 0059) coupled to a computing 
platform (network server 106) representing the network management engine. 

For the reasons discussed above, the Applicant's arguments are not persuasive 
and the original rejections for the claims are repeated here for convenience except for 
the claims amended and to add more clarifications. 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Specification 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

1 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351 (a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

2. Claim 20 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Saleh (US 
Patent No. 6,654,458 B1). 

Regarding claim 20, Saleh discloses a computer-readable medium (Fig. 1 , item 
30) having computer-readable data (col. 3, II. 3-4, set of programming instructions) to 
receive a spoken directive from a party to a call, to convert the spoken directive into a 
request for information from a monitored network device, to receive a response from a 
software agent associated with the monitored network device, to convert the response 
into a spoken response, and to initiate playing of the spoken response to the party (col. 
6, II. 32-47). Saleh discloses that the supervisory interface application 40 may reside on 
one of the supervisor's terminal and remotely access ACD control applications 42, 44 
(device agents) (col. 4, II. 5-12). The application 40 functions to access the related 
application 42, 44 and make the requested changes (col. 5, II. 32-34). The proper 
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applications convert the command into format, which the CPU 28 can execute. The 
command is sent to the CPU 28 (by the control application) and the CPU confirms 
execution of the change (results to requesting application, in this case control 
application) (col. 6, II. 37-42). It is known in the art that CPU is merely a hardware that 
executes one instruction at a time given to it by software application, in this case the 
control application, and the application causing the instruction execution checks the 
result of execution. Thus control application receives the result of the execution and 
responds to the remote supervisory interface application that originally requested 
function command execution. Thus, Saleh teaches of supervisory application remotely 
receiving response from the software agent (monitored device control application) 
associated with a network device (ACD). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 1-8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Gerber (US Patent Application Publication No. 2002/0025806 A1) t and further in view of 
Beckett (US Patent No. 6,510,220 B1). 

Regarding claim 1, Gerber teaches of a network monitoring system comprising: 
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a network management engine (Fig. 2, item NECONTR, paragraph 0031) 
operable to issue a request to a monitored network device agent (Fig. 2, item NE1, 
NE2) and to receive network information from the monitored network device agent 
(paragraph 0031); 

a multi-modal administration engine (Fig. 2, item NMS) operable to allow a party 
to a call to interact with the network management engine; 

a caller response unit (Fig. 2, item AU) associated with the multi-modal 
administration engine, the caller response unit operable to receive a user input from the 
party and to convert the user input into a directive for the network management engine 
(paragraph 0047, allowing dialog based on XML and WAP to read and/or modify data); 

a format converter (Fig. 2, item AU) associated with the multi-modal 
administration engine, the format converter operable to translate at least a portion of a 
first signal representing network information (paragraph 0047, subscriber-specific 
mapping of data between user and SMDB) into a second signal. 

Gerber does not teach of format conversion to audible sound. 

However, in the same field of endeavor, Beckett teaches of a system using voice 
hardware (Fig. 1 , item 50, col. 17. II. 30-34) with monitor server to allow telephone 
connection. 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to modify the 
system as taught by Gerber to include the use of voice hardware with monitor server as 
taught by Beckett in order to enable the system to be monitored visually as well as 
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audibly (Beckett, "to allow one at said monitoring workstation to simultaneously view 

and hear", col. 18, 54-55). 

Regarding claim 2, Gerber teaches of the system further comprising: 

an authentication engine (Fig. 2, item AU) communicatively coupled to the caller 

response unit and operable to consider an initial set of credentials (paragraph 0042, 

Subscriber identification code) received from the party; and 

an authorization engine (Fig. 2, item AU) operable to grant access (paragraph 

0044) to the multi-modal administration engine in response to authorization of the initial 

set of credentials. 

Regarding claim 3, Gerber teaches of the system further comprising a 
telephone interface operable to receive the call (paragraph 0026, user using mobile 
radio terminal for access). 

Regarding claim 4, Gerber teaches of using voice over internet protocol (VoIP) 
for communication network (paragraph 0018). 

Regarding claim 5, Gerber does not teach of the system, wherein the network 
management engine relies on a request/response protocol to monitor a network. 

However, in the same field of endeavor, Beckett teaches of a system using a 
request (col. 4, II. 62-63, data polls to agents) and response (col. 4, II. 66-67, agents 
returning selected screen information data) protocol to monitor network. 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to modify the 
system as taught by Gerber to include the use of request and response protocol as 
taught by Beckett in order to monitor the network elements. 
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Regarding claim 6, Gerber discloses the system, wherein the multi-modal 
administration engine (Fig. 2, item NMS) is operable to allow the party to direct the 
network management engine (Fig. 2, item NECONTR) to issue a second request 
(paragraph 0031, NECONTR modifying NE2 data in SMDB to control NE2) to a second 
monitored network device agent (NE2). 

Regarding claim 7, Gerber discloses the system further comprising: 

an authentication engine (Fig. 2, item AU) communicatively coupled to the caller 
response unit and operable to consider an initial set of credentials (paragraph 0043, 
Subscriber identification code) received from the party; 

an authorization engine (Fig. 2, item AU) operable to grant access (paragraph 
0044) to the multi-modal administration engine in response to authorization of the initial 
set of credentials; and 

a telephone interface operable to receive the call (paragraph 0026, user using 
mobile radio terminal for access). 

Regarding claim 8, Gerber teaches of a system using SNMP protocol 
(paragraph 0020). 

5. Claims 9 and 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Gerber and Beckett as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Metcalf (US 
Patent Application Publication No. 2002/0122541 A1). 

Regarding claim 9, Gerber and Beckett do not teach of a system operable to 
determine an access device type used by the party to interact with the network 
management engine, wherein the format converter is further operable to translate at 
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least a second portion of the first signal representing network information into a third 
signal receivable by the access device type. 

However, in the same field of endeavor, Metcalf teaches of a system determining 
the type of telephony interface (access device type) used with each call (paragraph 
0035) and also making the content (information) available to the user of the system in a 
different manner (paragraph 0059). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to modify the 
system as taught by Gerber and Beckett to include the use of determining access type 
and providing information in a different manner as taught by Metcalf in order to provide 
a more suitable experience to the user (Metcalf 0059). 

Regarding claim 10, Gerber and Beckett do not teach of a system comprising a 
modality engine operable to route the second signal to a first access device and to route 
additional network information to a second access device. 

However, in the same field of endeavor, Metcalf teaches of a system to route 
signals to different devices of the same user (paragraph 0079, information to telephone 
as well as network-connected terminal). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to modify the 
system as taught by Gerber and Beckett to include the use of presenting information to 
various devices used by the user as taught by Metcalf in order to provide information to 
the user in audio as well as visual format. 
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6. Claims 11-14, 16-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Gerber, and further in view of Saleh (US Patent No. 6,654,458 B1), and further in 
view of Metcalf (US Patent Application Publication No. 2002/0122541 A1). 

Regarding claim 11, Gerber teaches of the network monitoring method 
comprising: 

communicatively coupling a voice call to a network management engine 
(paragraphs 0026, 0027); 

Gerber does not teach of receiving a spoken directive from a party to the call and 
converting the spoken directive into a request for information from a monitored network 
device and re recognizing that a party can receive audible information via the call and 
graphical information via a data connection. 

However, in the same field of endeavor, Saleh teaches of a system receiving a 
spoken directive from a party to the call (col. 5, II. 13-21); and converting the spoken 
directive into a request for information from a monitored network device (col. 5, II. 13-21) 
and recognizing that a party can receive audible information via the call (col. 2, II. 60- 
col. 3, II. 14, depending on the origin of call, corresponding source address is provided 
i.e. ANI of the caller in case of telephone call). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to modify the 
system as taught by Gerber to include voice response functionality as taught by Saleh 
in order to receive a spoken directive and convert it into a request for information from a 
monitored network device to provide enhanced access to the network management by 
the user. 
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Gerber and Saleh do not teach of recognizing that a party can receive graphical 
information via a data connection. 

However, in the same field of endeavor, Metcalf teaches of using voice 
commands from the phone (Paragrpah 0059) or mouse or keyboard input from a 
terminal (Paragrpah 0056, 0059, using computer terminal and web browsers). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to modify the 
system as taught by Gerber and Saleh to include graphical interface user functionality 
as taught by Metcalf in order to provide content in visual display (Metcalf, Paragraph 
0059) in addition to playing the content audibly to a user in the course of the call 
(Metcalf, Paragraph 0058). 

Regarding claim 12, Gerber discloses the method, further comprising: 

receiving a request for network control from the party (paragraphs 0026, 0027); 

prompting the party to input a first set of credentials (paragraph 0042, subscriber 
identification code); and 

authenticating the first set of credentials (paragraphs 0042, 0043). 

Regarding claim 13, Gerber teaches of a system using SNMP protocol 
(paragraph 0020). 

Regarding claim 14, Gerber discloses the method, further comprising: 

receiving a response from a software agent associated with the monitored 
network device (paragraph 0031, receive status data from the network elements); 

Gerber does not teach of converting the response into a spoken response and 
playing the spoken response to the party. 
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However, in the same field of endeavor, Saleh teaches of a system converting 
the response into a spoken response (col. 5, II. 45-46) and playing the spoken response 
to the party (col. 5, II. 51-52). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to modify the 
system as taught by Gerber to include converting response to spoken response and 
playing as taught by Saleh in order to provide convenient audible response "for the 
benefit of the supervisor" (Saleh, col. 5, II. 52). 

Regarding claim 15, Saleh teaches of a supervisory application receiving 
response from monitored network device (ACD) control application (the supervisory 
interface application 40 may reside on one of the supervisor's terminal and remotely 
access ACD control applications 42, 44 (device agents) (col. 4, II. 5-12). The application 
40 functions to access the related application 42, 44 and make the requested changes 
(col. 5, II. 32-34). The proper applications convert the command into format, which the 
CPU 28 can execute. The command is sent to the CPU 28 (by the control application) 
and the CPU confirms execution of the change (results to requesting application, in this 
case control application) (col. 6, II. 37-42). It is known in the art that CPU is merely a 
hardware that executes one instruction at a time given to it by software application, in 
this case the control application, and the application causing the instruction execution 
checks the result of execution. Thus control application receives the result of the 
execution and responds to the remote supervisory interface application that originally 
requested function command execution. Thus, Saleh teaches of supervisory application 
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remotely receiving response from the software agent (monitored device control 
application) associated with a network device (ACD)); 

converting this response to audible information (col. 5, II. 46-47, II. 50-52); and 

routing this portion to the party (supervisor) via the call. 

Gerber and Saleh do not teach of converting the response to graphical 
information and routing it to the party via data connection. 

However, in the same field of endeavor, Metcalf teaches of converting network 
information to either speech routed via a call (paragraph 0058) or data routed as GUI or 
Web routed via data connection to browsers (Internet Explorer or Netscape Navigator) 
on user's computer terminal (Paragraphs 0056, 0059). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to modify the 
system as taught by Gerber and Saleh to include graphical user functionality as taught 
by Metcalf in order to provide content in visual display (Metcalf, Paragraph 0059) in 
addition to playing the content audibly to a user in the course of the call (Metcalf, 
Paragraph 0058). 

Regarding claim 16, Gerber teaches of a method, further comprising: 

receiving a keyed in directive from the party, the keyed in directive comprising 
dual tone multi-frequency signals (paragraph 0026). 

Regarding claim 17, Gerber teaches of a method of using TCP/IP protocol for 
an interface to mobile radio terminals (paragraphs 0038, 0039). 

Regarding claim 19, Gerber and Saleh do not teach of a method, further 
comprising: 
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decoupling the voice call from the network management engine, and receiving an 
additional directive originating from an input device coupled to computing platform 
comprising the network management engine. 

However, in the same field of endeavor, Metcalf teaches of decoupling a 
call from network server (Paragraph 0066) and receiving additional directive originating 
from input device (user computer terminal that was originally connected and which 
originally displayed a number for the party to initiate the call, Paragraph 0059) coupled 
to a computing platform (network server 106) representing the network management 
engine. 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to modify the 
system as taught by Gerber and Saleh to include the decupling of a call from network 
server as taught by Metcalf in order to save resources by freeing up dedicated resource 
used by the call and continue monitoring with original web browser session. 

7. Claim 18 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Gerber, 
Saleh and Metcalf as applied to claim 1 1 above, and further in view of McDuff (US 
Patent No. 6,490,350 B2). 

Regarding claim 18, Gerber, Saleh and Metcalf do not specifically teach of a 
method comprising initiating communication to the party of information representing a 
graphical user interface that displays a visual representation of a network monitored by 
the network management engine. 
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However, in the same field of endeavor, McDuff teaches of a method initiating 
communication to a party of information representing a graphical user interface that 
displays a visual representation of a call center monitored by the monitoring server (Fig. 
13, col. 2, II. 47-49, col. 11, II. 40-64). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to modify the 
system as taught by Gerber, Saleh and Metcalf to include the use of graphical user 
interface for representation of information as taught by McDuff in order to provide visual 
status of the network being monitored. 

Conclusion 

8. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Hemant Patel whose telephone number is 571-272- 
8620. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:00 AM - 5:00 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Fan Tsang can be reached on 571-272-7547. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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